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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Due to dramatic growth in the use of Fort Williams Fark
in Cape Elizabeth, the following study was conducted to
determine the effects of such high levels of use. O0Ff special
concern are the effects on the park itself, the effects on
residents, especially thase living closest to the park, and
the effects on the Cape Elizabeth community as a whole. By
determining the nature and extent of these effects, it is
hoped that policymaking for the park can he better geared for

future demands that high levels of use may place on the park.

In order to study these effects. two surveys were
conducted. The first was a survey of actusl users in the
park which was conducted on site at the park. The second was
& survey of Cape Elizabeth residents conducted by mail. The
results of these surveyvs indicate that indeed there is a high
level of use curvently at Fort Williams. Cape Elizabeth
residents are the most frequent users, especially those
livimg closest to the park. The lighthouse and enjoyment of
the view are main puwrposes for visits to the park. Residents
also come  frequently to  the park to participate in
recreational sports. Natural preservation is the most highly
valued aspect of the park by Cape Elizabeth residents.

Traftfic generated by the park does cause some problem
tor  residents especially those living closest te the pérk.
Orne method of desling with this problem is to institute &
won-resident fse in order to discourage increased traffic  on
the roads leading to the park.

FResidents were also asked to consider priorities  for
gpending additional tax dollars on the park. _Generally,
residents favored spending more money on the park. Their top
pricrity for such spernding iz the construction of restrooms.
Also  items, such as mainternance of the mansion, litter
removal and  accessibility of trails, that deal with the
maintenance of the park are high pricrities for additional
apending. This underscores the fact that residents highly
valug ard wish to maintain the existing natural state of the
Pk,
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I. INTRODUCTION Charleston, SC 29405-2413

Fort Williams is a municipal park owned and operated by
the town of Cape Elizabsth. It is located off Shore Road
and contains about 94 acres on which are ballfields,
basketball courts and tennis courts. There is a nature trail
which runs most of the length of the ocean frontage, and an
exercise/ jogging route called the Far Course. It also has a
beach open for swimming during the summer months.

The park was used as military facility until 19&64. One
of the most historic aspects of the park is a lighthouse and
lighthouse museum situated at the eastern end of the
shoreline of the park. At the western end of the park are
the remains of the Goddard Mansion, and throughout the park
are the remains of walls, burikers and other military
editices. The park's most prominent featuwrs is the view it
commands of Fortland Harbor and the Atlantic Dcean.

Admiszsion to the Fark is {free. The gates are clossed at

]

sunmsat, but it i=s open for day use all vear round. "The park

icnally hosts such activities as sporting svents  and

The Town of Cospe Elizabeth acouired  the Fawt. for
municipal purposes in 1964, During the ten vears following
ite acquisition, fnumerous studies were made of possible uses
for  the pﬁopevty. In 1974 the Town Council appointed the

Fort Williams Study Committee to undertaks an intensive study

1



in order to make recommendations for use of the park. In
1974, the Study Committee submitted its report which made the

following recommendation:

Fort Williame is a unique community resource
which has irreplaceable scenic, natural and
Mistorical qualities. Az such it should hLe
dedicated to predominately park, recreational
and cultural uses, which uses preserve or
enhance, and are otherwise fully compatible
with, its unique qualities, and which use=z are
within the financial capabilities aof the Town.

The Town Council adopted this as the basic Statement of

2]

Folicy for Fort Williams and provided for the creation of an
advisory committes to assist  the Town Council wi th

£

recommendations for implementation o this Statement of

Folioy. As a result of the study the Town Council  proposed
to appropriate funds in the range of $30,000-40,000 annually

for amprovements and long-term maintenance over and above the

cost of datly maintenance (approximately £30,0000 .

Since that time the Fort Williams Advisory Committee has

dealt with many possible usss of the park. Erxamples of such
uzmes nclude chargss for various tyvpes of  uses, provizions

for various sports, and summer activities. Conseguently, the

Al isoey Commitites haz had to continually prrioritize
sugqested  uses of the park based on the Statement of Folicy
adopted by the Town Council. In August of 1978 the Advisory
Committes rejected a proposal by the United States Hrmy for a

~eserve  center within the park, They found that this was

inconsistent with the Fort Williams Statement of Folicy.
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The Advisory Committes has also had to decide on  the

appropriate  amount of money with respect to the Town
Council's policy vote of $30,000 -  $£40,000 annually. In

October of 1984 the Committee considered recommending the

appropriation of $50,000 each year to pay for deferrsed

long—term maintenance of the park. This inCcrease was
justified on the basis of a necessary adjustment for
inflation. However, this increase was nat passed.

Currently, 43,000 is being spent on Fort Williams for
improvements and long-term maintenance annually. This in
addition to  the #30,000 spent on daily maintenance of the
park brings the total annual budget of the park to $70, 000,

In July of 1935, uses of the park came under public

attention when congestion affected residents in the immediats
neighborbood  of  the park.? Complaints  were most often

directed at rarking ir the area. T ot councilagrs took

immediate shorbt-teerm action in the form of  temporsecy "o

Fpacking” S1ans. Howsver, these complaints served to
Frighlight that in the past thres yvears wse of  Fort
Williams PFPark incrsased by S The Towr Council, havimg
approved substantizal funds for the park, ig concerned  that
too  wmuch  use may devalue the park. That this iz a

concern iz underscored by the fact that groups desiving  bo

use the park for activities for 100 fto 10,000 persons make

*Jim

Saunders, "Cape resident Cumplﬂln of congestion,"” Fortland
Fveriing Express, July 2, 198
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requests on a daily basis. The Statement of Folicy of 19746
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does not address clearly iszsues of this tvype and degree of

!
i

use.

With the approval of the Town Council, Town Manager
Michzsel HMcbhovern obtained =& Maine Coastal Frogram Local
Flanning Grant from the Maine State Flanning Of+fice to  study

part use. This study will examine the effects current high

levels of use have. e such, it will be used as a tool {for
lang-~term policy. ey considerations of this study will be
fow  uze oFf the park = cte Caps Elizabeth residents, their
Fercentions of e park, their uze of the  sark, their
willinmgn o on the park and  their
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IT. METHODOLOGY

A. Policy Review

-

In order to determine the appropriate  {focus of this
study, the policies, history and nature of the park were

reviswed. This included studying the recommendations of the

1

Study Committee of 1974, decisions of  the Town Council,

i

minutes of the Fort Williams Advisory committes and  articles

from local newspapsrs.
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Thiz information was then used az a basis
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About &7 percent of total day use is on weekdays  and I3

percent on weskends Surveys were distributed at the park on

weelk to reflect a rouagh approximation of
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C. Fesident Survey

The central Focus of the Resident Survey was to

determine how use of Fort Williams impacts on Cape Elizabeth

The total population oFf  the swrvey  was,

therefors the population of Cape Elizabesth, approdimately
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I11. SIMRLE RESULTS

A. USER SURVEY
FResponses to the User Survey were tabulated in order to

determine where users come from and how they use Faort

Williams Fark, Traffic counts were used to estimate how the
total population would answer the survey questions. These

results are used to answer the following gquestions which  are
bey to making policy with regard to park use:

1. How many persons use the park annually?

2. Hhere do they reside”

. Why do they come to the park?
4. How long do they stay™
S, Are they willing to pay for use?
The main purpose of this analysis 1s to arrive at  rough
gztimates in  response to the above questions. Therefore,

certain assumptions were made in order to derive  these

in

c=itmates. Such sstimates will be adeguate to determine the

qeneral level of current use which will need to be considered

for making policy.

How many persons use Fort Williams Fark annually?y
Frprosimately, ?%1,477  persons use Fort Williams

anmidally. Thie figure was estimated by first looking at the

frequency of use based on responses of the User Survey. The

frequency and percentege of results are listed below with an
sestimate of how total park users miaht have answered on an

average day using the average daily traffic count of 2131.

10
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Estimated

How often do vou visit Respongses Fercent Total
First time 40 25 545
Once every few years 7 4 87
Approx. once per year 20 12 262
Weelkly 0 ie 414
Several times per week 41 25 545
Daily 21 13 284
No response = 2 44
Total 162 100 2181

These results indicate that a substantial portion of visitors
who (57%4) vigit the park during the summer months visit the
park on at least a weeskly basis. However, becauvse this

surwvey wWas  taken during the summer and the survey did not

include "Monthly" as an option for respondents, S74 of 2181
is nat appropriate estimate of vearly visitors. Therefore,

it is necessary to make a few assumptions about seasonal and
aff-season visits to the park in order to determine the total
rnumber of annual visitors to the park.

It is assumnmed that the summer season for tourists rUn s
from mid-June to September ist, approsimately 78 davs. The

+ o would  then consist of three periliods: pre—- and

-

a
i
m
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wson periodse and the winter period. Fre-season, which

gy

oy
7

wonlld  include  visitors who come to the park during  the
spring,  and post-season, thch would include visitors who
come to the park during the fall., are assumed to have about
the sams number of average daily visitors, These periods are
assumed to run from mid-April to mid-Jurne and from  September
1=t to October Zist, respectively; they total approximately
122 days. During the summer, 374 visit the park on at least
a weekly basis, therefore, it is assumed that at least 3534 of

the average daily summer traffic count represents the average



daily pre—- and post-season traffic count. This would be
approximately 763 people. The remainder of the year is the
winter period, 165 days. 1t is assumed that at least 13% of
the average daily summer traffic count represents the average
daily winter period traffic count, approximately 327 cars.
These numbers multiplied by their respectively daily average
traffic count and added together gives an  approximation of

the total armnmual traffic count.

2,181 T5E 27
® .78 w122 o 1465
170,118 + 9I,0856 +- 53,933 = 317,159

Bagsed on resident survey results (which will be discussed
later 1in this section), the average number of persons in &
car visiting the park is approximately 3. - Using this
approximation, we arrive at the number of persons who use the

patk anmually (217,158% « 2 = 951,477).

Where do users reside?

The park is used by people from Maine, Mew Erngland and

the rest of the United States, although use tends to be mast

concentrated in  towns adiacent to the park, e.g., Cape

Elizabeth, Fortland, and South Fortland.

Eetimated
Flace of Residence ReEsponses Faercent Totals
Cape Elizabeth =7 23 S02
South Fortland =8 2z S0
Fortland 19 12 2862
Other Greater Fortland 21 1= 284
Maine QOutside G.F. & 4 87
Other New England State @ S 109
Outside Mew England 2 20 4356

Total 162 100 2131



Most users surveyed reside in the greater Fortland area
(717) which represents a substantial amount of local use. .
This local use is mostly attributable to residents of Cape
Elizabeth, South Fortlamnd and Fortland (S840 although only
237 of the users surveyad reside in Cape Elizabeth. It is
interesting to note that although only small percentages of

users are from Maine outside the Greater Fortland area (4%)
and other New England States (3%4), a substantial number of
users (Z0OY) comes %ram outside New England. This indicates
that Fort Willisams has some national notoriety. It can be
gstimated from this that approximately 632 people of  those
visiting the park on an average summer day recside outside the

Greater Fortland Area.

ﬂﬁg;ggwpeaple come to Fort Williams™

Feople come srimarily to enjoy the view (28%), to visit
the lightﬁouse (24%5 ., $DE recreational sports (13%), and to
picriic (13X, Even though thig.suﬁvey was taken in  the
SLUMME ™, the beach was the purpose of visits for very few
are {(4%).

=

[RE:

it

. Estimated
Furpose of visit Fesponses FPercent Totals

Lighthouse 52 24 FO7
Beach 10 4 117
Ficnic 29 13 ZBZ .
Recreational sport ‘ I3 15 442
Enioy the view H1 28 g4
Other i 146 471

Total 220 100 2944
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These results indicate that the beach is made little use of
and, unless there is a need to alleviate congestion at other
beaches in the area, further planning need not involve
extending beach facilities. On the othe+r hand, extensive use
of the lighthouse may indicate that continued growth in the
use of the park may warrant either development of mare space
in the lighthouse area or more maintenance of the lighthouse
bw both. Likewise, those aspects of tﬁe park that enable
visitors to enjoy the view may watrrant the attention of
policvmakers. For example, nature trails that enable viewing
the ocean could be made more spacious and/or more accessible.
Although there are numerous picnic aress, the degree they are
presently used may indicate that future growth will require

increased maintenance of these facilities.

How long do people_stay at Fort Williams Fark?

Most users s=stay at the park less than an hour  (70%) .

Only 8% of all users stay longer than three hours.

Ftimated
Length of Visit to Park Responses Fercent - Totals
O to 10 minutes : 1& 10 218
11 to 29 minutes 41 25 245
TO to 39 munites RS 20 4Zh
One hour 24 15 2
One to three hours 35 22 480
Over three hours 13 g 174
Total 162 100 2182

These results indicate that, although a substantial number of
people visit the park on a daily basis, most visitors do not

stay long. This fact may alleviate crowding problems
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generally associated with high use areas. As such, where
heavy use occurs in the park, maintenance, rather than

further development, may be appropriate.

fre visitors willing to pay_for use?

On the basis of the responses, visitors are not willing

to pay an entrance fee.

Estimated
$1.00 Fee Responses Fercent Totals
Yes 47 27 =89
No : 112 &9 1305
Mot sure 4 2 44
No response o 3 2 44
Total 162 100 2181

Costs of wvisiting Fart Williams is not limited to the
charging of an entrance fee. For those who travel to the
park by car, qas, tolls, and a percentage of car maintenance
contribute to this cost. " The charging of an admission fee
wowtld be an addition to the cost of & visit rather than the
creation of the cost aof a visit. Visitors may be willing to
péy an additional cost, although they would most likely
prefer not to. Therefore, it is difficult to assume that all
responds  answered on the basis of their willingness to pay
rather their preference. However, the substantial majority
of those who' answered that they would not pay the dollar fee
may well indicate that such a fee would decrease park use

csomewhat, although presumably not as much as by &69%.



E. RESIDENT SURVEY

Most simple results of the resident survey were
tabulated for the percentage of responses to each answer,
although, where appropriate, average responses were tabulated
instead. This survey is used to take a more comprehensive

look at resident use than what was sxtrapolated from the

general user survey. It characterizes the nature of each
resident's own use of the park as well as resident
perceptions of use of the park by others. In this way, it

will specifically address key issues concerning Fort Williams
impact on the Cape Elizabeth community.

0f those residents surveyed, there was a wide range in
the number of years sach has lived in Cape Elizabeth and the
number of persons in each household. The average number of
vears of residence in Cape Elizabeth of those surveyed was 18
and the average number per household is  approximately 3.
Most of those surveved live two or less miles from the park

(2375 and their usual mode of transportation is car (874

with an average size party of approximately 3 persons.

How aften do Cape Elizabeth residents visit Fort Williams?

A substantial majority of those surveyed frequent the
park  at least once a month (84%) and of those that frequent

the park at least once a month, 3Z5% frequent the park at

least weekly.

16
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Frequency of visits
Total number of responses 472
13% Daily or several times a week
22% Once a week
49% Once a month
14%. Once a year
2% Less than once a year
1% Mever
" These results differ significantly from the User Survey
results (See Compound Results under User Survey) which
indicate that 894 of Cape Elizabeth users visit the park on
at least a weekly basis. The Resident Survey results
indicate that only 35¥% of Cape Elizabeth residents visit the
park on at least a weekly basis. However, this difference
may be due to the fact that a category for monthly visits was
excluded Ffrom the User Survey. Respondents to the User
Survey who visit the park on a monthly basis may have been
more inclined to characterize the frequency of their visits
as weekly rather than yearly. Therefore, if visits on at
least a monthly basis can be considered frequent use of the
park, then Resident Survey results (84% on at least a monthly
basis) agree significantly with the User Survey results to

this question. Generally, it can be concluded that most Cape

Elizabeth residents make frequent use of the park.

For what purpose do Cape Elizabeth recidents most frequently
vigit the park?

The major purpose for which residents visit the park on  at
least a monthly basis is to enjoy the view (777). This

response indicates the greater value residents place on the
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natural aspects of the park than on any other single aspect

of the park.

Furposes of visits by frequency

Dnce a Once a Less than
FPurpose Never Daily Month Yeatr Annually
Lighthouse S 3% SS% I2% 6% 419
Beach I9% 47 25% 19% 14% F22
Ficnic 19% 2% 17 417 7% 355
Recreational
Sport 23% 10% 44% 147 8% 348
Enjoy view 2% 104 &7 18% 4% 450

This-diffEPs somewhat from the user survey results. However,
two other purposes o% visits for which residents visit the
Fatk on mostly, at least, & monthly basis are the lighthouse
(384 and & recreational sport (534%). In this way, the three

main reasons for resident use of the park from the results of

this survey agree with the results of the User Survey.

How beneficial are various aspects of Fort Williams to Cape
Elizabeth residents?

More respondents ranked natural preservation as
extremely beneficial (4&7%) than they did any other aspect of
the park. This contirms the above conclusion that residents
place greater valus on the natural aspects of the park than
on any other single aspect of the park. However, all aspects
of the park listed {(individual recreation, historical value,
natural preservation, community activities, and tourist
attraction) as well as the overall rating, were ranked

extremely beneficial by at least S04 of the respondents.
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Azpects of park ranked by benefit to community

No Extremely
RBenefit Beneficial
1 2 3 4 S # Responses
Individual
Recreation 2% 7% 18% 21% 02% 445
Historical Value 2% S% 15% 187% &O% 442
Natural '
Freservation 2% RYA 10% 194 &7% 456
Community
Activities 1% &% 14% 2374 IST-YA 447
Touwrist
Attraction 7% 4% 14% 167 S9% {457
Overall Rating 1% . 4% a% 247, 6774 - 449

1f 4 can be considered a reasonably high rank, then all the
above items were iranked high by at least 704 of the
respondents. This, taken into considefation with results of
the purpose of resident use, indicate that Cape Elizabeth
resident indeed appreciate the total variety of aspects and

uges Fort Williams affords.

How detrimental are various aspects of Fort Williams to Cape
Elizabeth residents? : -

Only a small percentage aof respondents ranked various
aspects of the park as extremely detrimental. Only ore of
the possibly detrimental aspects iisted was ranked extremely
detrimental by more than 104 of the respondents. However,
when considering a high e¢ank of detrimental as determined
above (a rating of either 4 or 5, two aspects are ranked
high by a significant percentage of respondents: tratfic

(9%} and hangout for undesirable groups (20%).
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Aspects aof Fort Williams ranked by their impact on the cammunity

Not Extremely
Detrimental Detrimental
1 2 z 4 5 RS
Noise T2% 19% &% 1% 1% 4739
Traffic 457 277 18%4 &L A 447
Farking &E3% 21% 12% 2% 2% I3
Wasted Cpace 87% &% 4% 2% 1% 409
Hangout far
undesirable
groups 8% 24% 18% g% 12% 4046
An eyesare P14 =¥/ 2% 24 1% 415
Overall Rating 70% 19% 8% 1% 1% 428

How m@uch these above factors impact on Cape Elizabeth
carn be more precisely determined by looking at how residents
closer to the park rank the above aspects. This is done in

the next section entitled "Compound Results.

i

Mow would Cape Elizabeth residents be willing to  spend additional

tax money on Fort Williams™

There wa

i

strong support for tax dollars to be spgnt on the
provision of restrooms at the park (71%). No other single
item had more than S04 support of the respondents. Other
ittems that got more than 254 support for which tax dollars
should be spent were continued maintenance on  thse mansion
(394, areater effort to remove litter (3217%), increased

accessibility of trails (31%4) and additional tennis courts

(27%) .



Items on which additional tax dollars could be spent

39%
71%
3%

1%

114

Total Responses 472

Continued Maintenance on the Mansion
Frovision of Restrooms (there are nmo Restrooms at present)
Greater Effort to Remove Litter
More provisions for sports:

277 fAdditional Tennis Courts

164 Additional Ballfields

15% Additional Basketball Courts

114 Handball Courts
Increased Accessibility of Trails
Capital Development:
104 Snack bar

A Amusements such as merry-—-go-—round
114 Information booth
Other (please specify)lé - maintaingy 7 - activities;
4 - picnic shelter; 4 — nature trail;

2 ~ flowers.

These results may indicate how residents, whao want & general

increase  in taxes spent on Fort Williams, want this money

spent. This will be discussed further in this report in the
section, "Compound FResults."” The few (114} and diverse
rESpOnSes to the space marked "Other" indicate that

respondents felt that most of the major areas of improvement

that

reEgquire extra revenue were covered. Those written

ol

responses that appeared more tham once are listed above.

Three questicons were posed in order to assess whether

recidents  favored an increase of tax dollars spent on Fort

Williamsz and exactly how much they felt should be spent on

Fort Williams,

Do

vou agree or disagree with the following statements:

-1 am not willing to spend any additional tax money——the right
amount is being spent currently.
Agqree Disagree
RS 402 46% =47

~I fesl that too much money is already spent on Fort Williams.
Agree Disangree
RS 63 7% QI%

9
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This vyear's budget for Fort Williams will require $7,000

property tax monies or an _avetraqe of $8.75 from each resident

Cape Elizabeth. How much do vou feel is a reasonable annual

per  resident?

average apptrox. $11.00

The last question which attempts to determine the exact
amount of tax dollars that residents wish to spend on the
park contained an error. The vearly budget for Fort Williams
is actually $70,000 rather than $7,000 as the question
states. The average of $8.75 per resident per year is the
correct figure and according to this respondents generally
favored an increase. However, this result is invalidated by
the error in the guestion. Rather the first two questions
can only be used to determine how much should be spent on the
park according to the respondents.

Very few respondents agreed with the statement that too
much  money  is currently being spent on the park (7%, In

addition, 54% disagresd that the right amount is currently

being  spent. Therefore, it may be concluded that most of
those who responded to these two gquestions would  favor  an
increase  in  the amount of money spent on  the park. This

conclusion can be clarified by looking at how sach respondent

answered  one guestion in terms of the other which will be

13
-

presented in the section, "Compound result

U

In & space provided for additional commerits,
approximately 394 of all respondents wrote in comments.
These comments were digested into short summary phrases.

Those that appeared more than once are listed below.
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Additional comments:

103 —~ maintain natural beauty

15 - charge non—-residents

- more activities (i.e. concerts)
- keep at present tax rate

- add restrooms

present pace of development 0K
- commercial development

— fee in summer

— do something about dogs

- maore parking

=~ trim trails

SESER N NN N
[

A substantial majority of the comments dealt with maintaining
the natural beauty of the park. Most of these comments were
complimentary of current park policy and management and
indicated strong opposition to any development within  the
parkt especially of a commercial nature. This supports the
conclusion that natural preservation i1s considered an
extremely beneficial aspect of the park by a substantial
majority of the reszidents. Tagether with the high
rercentage of respondents who Fated‘the pairk a= being highly

baneficial overall and the hiagh percentage of respgndents who

rated the park as not being detrimental overall, the nfumber
of comments  that favar maintenance of the park's natural
beauty indicates that the resident's of Cape Elizabeth are

generally very satisfied with the part in itse present state.
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IV, COMPOUND RESULTS

. USER SURVEY

Compound results for the survey look at the possible
differences between the answers of Cape Elizabeth residents
and the answers of all users surveyed. This will begin to
help use loock at how use patterns and needs of Cape Elizabeth
residente are similar to or differ from the present Statement
of Policy for the park and the uses for which all people come
ta the park. Specifically, questions this section will
ANSWENr &re:

i. Do Cape Elirabeth residents stay at the park longer
than other useprs?

2. Do the purpose for which residents visit the park
differ from other users?

R Do residents visit the park mors frequently than
other users?

4, fire residents more or less willing to pay a ftee for
entering the park than other useprs?

fAnswers to thess questions will indicate whether the setting
of  certain policies in order to moderate park use will have
more of a neqative or positive effect on the use‘p;tterns of
Cape Elizabeth residents. It will also enable wus to

determine  whether the park is primarily beneficial to Cape

Elizabeth residents or to the general public in its present

Do Cape Elizabeth residents stay at the park  longer . than
gther ussrs?

Slightly more Cape Elizabeth users stay longer than all
unssers., 7074 of all wusers and 68% of Cape Elizabeth users stay

24
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an hour or less. Of the 72 users that stay an bhour or
longer, only 18% stay longer than three hours, while, of the
13 Cape Elizabeth users that stay an hour or longer, 384 stay

longer than three hours.

) A11 Users Cape Residents

Response % Response A
Length of Visit tao Park
0 to 10 minutes 1é 10 7 19
11 te 29 minutes 41 25 8 22
20 to 59 munites : =3 20 9 24
One hour 24 15 2 b’
One to three hours ] 22 & 1é
Over three hours 13 8 5 14
Totzsl ] 162 106G 7 100

This indicates that the length of visitse for Cape Elizabeth

1 us

1
3}
O

+

=]

use varies more than the length

]

f vieite for all gen

which is characterized by short visits., Certain types of use
often  require  lonager  lengths of stay  than others. Far

exampele, peozle who cone specifically to enjoy the view or

visit the lighthouse may not stay as long as those who come
to play a particular sport wha, likewises may not =tay as
i A ¥ 1 4 B -

iong as those who come to do a combination of day activities
(1.2, swim, sunbath and picnic). The fact that resident
lengths of visits wvary may indicate the puwrposes for which

they coms vary as well.

t
[

for which residents visit the park differ from

a

The purposes of wuseEr visits varies significantly between
resident  users and all users. Fach usesr surveyed could

respond to more than one choice, and, although most did not.
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several did. Therefore, results indicate the variety of
purposes  for  which users come to the park rather than the
greatest attraction for esach user.

All Users Cape Residents

Response % Response %
Furpose of visit :
Lighthouse 52 24 ) 14
Heach 10 4 2 5
Ficnic 29 13 = 7
Recreational sport 23 15 12 44
Enjoy the view &1 28 7 1&
Other R 16 & 14
Total 220 100 4= 100

The two main purposes of vieits for all uwusers are to wvisit

the lighthouse (24%) and to enijoy the view (28%). This is in -

4]

sharos contrast o the main purpose of viseits for resident

s

wsers which is recreational sport (44%) while only 15% of all

ot

uzsre  indicated that they used the park for a recreational

i

=S Tutil i O+ all those who come to the park  for recresticonal

537 are Cape Elizabeth residents. The beach was the

purpose of visits for very few users, both residents (5%) and
2ll users (4%, Howsver, 20% of those that use the besach are
residents, while only 10% of those who picnic, 1?1 of those
whoo come to enjoy the view and 124 of those who wvisit  the

lighthouse are residents.

This indicates that while residents enjoy the same uses
of  the park as all usses, there are obther uwses which
residents enjoy more than other ussrs. Therefore, recidents

are a group of users who are meost likely to take advantage of

£4

]

o Folicies

HY

the wvariety ot activities the park has to ¢

i

which might restrict the number of activities i the park
would have mare of a negative impact on residents  than

non-residents.

§
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Do residents vizit the park more freguently than other users?

Cape Elizabeth users survey come to the park more
frequently thanm &1l users surveyed. While &74 of &l11 those
surveyed come to the park less than weekly (approximately one
ﬁer vear), 8%%1 of Cape Elizabeth users come to the gpark

aither weekly, several times a week or daily.

All Users Cape Residents
Response “ Response pA
How often do vou visit
Firet time 40 25 R
a4

Once every fow yvears 7

s i

ARRrOK. ONCE per YEar 12 0 O

17 7 1%
Several times per week 25 & s
Daily = 12 e
Mo responss o A2

i
=

Lad
i

o
.
»

Cape residents do use the
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park  more often than residents of other communitiss. Capsa
Elizabeth users constitute only &Y of those who part
only omee a8 but TRV of the park  mors

Lo pay = for
would not pay a #1000 fee for park use.  This

did nat vary sigrificantly between residents and all users,

ir faot, the responses of residents reflect almost

il

1

identically the responses of all user

th
i
1
il



All Users Cape Residents
Response A Response A
£1.00 Fee

h=3-A 473 27 10 27
No o . 112 & 25 &HE
Mot sure & 2 1 )
Mo response = 2 1 =

Total &2 1600 37 100

d that they would pay a fee while 4&9%

.-

274 of both groups sa

af 211 users and &8% of resident users saild they would not.

recsidents to

-

£

For each of these responses the percentage o

0

total responses was approximatsly the same az the percentage

who are residents of Caps Elizabheth-—-23%.

commants of hoth residents and  all USErS WErs

i
i
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Fort |
Pt
LERSE
£l

@ o Elizab

the  most Freaquent ard bl is
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urwi llingness to pay & o+
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Enjoy the view by Frequency
Frequency
Fercentage At least Yearly or
Row % weekly Moenthly less
&t least 160 178 10
Mornthly 47 42% 2%
v S4% %L

Yearly or 5 1 T70
Less 1% A 15%

5% RISVA HEY

The probability that any of the above factors does not
actually relate to the frequency with which residents wvisit
the park iz sither 14 or less.

iz these are factors that relate to the freguency with

which 'residents visit the park, increased availability of
these attraction mavy increase resident use of the park. IF

increased resident use is degirable, any of the follawing
chianges may produace this effect:
Access to more parts of the lighthouse facilityg
-~ Incressed nunbes of howes the lighthouse may be,visited;
= More plionic tables, shelters andloe grills;g
= More facilities for recreational sports:

-  Eliminaticorn of anvihing that may obstruct the view: and,

=~  Construction of a tower for increased visibility of view.

the distance residents live from the park relate to
How detrimental they find various aspects of the park?

The distance residents live from the park significantly
relates to how much they perceive traffic attributable to the

part as a problem. Thig is the only perception of negative
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aspects of the park that is so related to the distance

recsidents live from the park.

Distance by Impact of Traffic
Scale 1 = Not Detrimental
Frequency 5 = Extremely Detrimental
Fercentage
Fow % 1 -2 = 4 - =
Lese tham a mile 59 16 14
13% Y YA
Yoy 18% 16%
Orne to two miles 128 24 11
277 S% 2%
7% 154 7%
More than two miles 1466 29 19
Iy a% 3%
TE% 12% 7%

The perceived impacte af noise, parking, wasted space,
loitering, svesore and overall effects were not significantly
related to the distance residents live from the park. As the
to the

above ohart indicates, the closer respondents live

park  the more they perceive traffic as being a debrimental

ffect of the park. There is only & 74 chance that no

relationship actually exists betwesn these two variables.
Thiz may indicate that roads closest to the park may not be

adegquats  {for the levels of present traffic generated by the

Do residents who live closer to the park frequent the park
more or less than residents who live further from the park™

FResidents who live closer to the park frequent the park

most often. Az the chart below indicates, those residents
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that live less than a mile from the park are more likely to
vigsit the park on at least a weekly basis than those that

live further away.

Distance from park by Freguency of visits
Frequency
Fercentage Weelly Yearly
Row % or more Monthly or less
Less than a mile =8 24 7

12% S 1%

57 274 8%
Between 1 and 2 miles &GS 77 19

14% 17% 4%

404 48% 12%
More tharm 2 miles 41 125 o4

T 267 11%

19% 57% 2o%

The probability that these two variables are independent is 1
for less) in 10,000, The fact that thoseyclqsezt to the park
are the park's most frequent users 1s  significant when
cztting policy that iz aimed at dealing with negative
neighborhood esffecte of the park. If such policies entail
substantial limitations on park use, the effect on residents

livimng clossst to the park may be more negative than positive

as  these residents are mostly likely use the park at its

current level of accessibility.

L

How does freguency  of resident use relate to residents'
perceptions of how beneficial and detrimental Fort Williams
iz to the communiby?

There iz a strong relationship betwzen how beneficial

residents feel the park is and how frequently they wvisit the
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park. There is less of a relationship between how
detrimental Pesidents feel the park is and how frequently
they wvisit the park, howsver, this relationship 1is also

statistically significant.

Freguency of VYisits by Benefit
Scale: 1 = Not RBeneficial

Frequency S = Extremely Beneficial
Fercentage
Fow % i - 3 4 =
Daily 4 12 44

1% YA P

7n 20% 7E
Weelly 7 22 74

1% 5% 1&6%

7% 21% F2%
Mormthly ' 23 53 1473

7Y 11% ZO%

147, 25 &L2%
Yearly or less 23 20 7

% 4% 8%

2% 25% 46%
Frequency of Visits by ' Overall Impact -

Scale:r 1 = Mot Detrimental

Frequency 5% = Extremely Detrimental
Fercentage
Fow % 1 2 -5
Dailw 34 17 4

a7 A ) “

AHZEY, Z0% Y 4
Heelkly 70 7 11

16% 4% s

FRaA 17% 114
Monthly 150 40 17

5% U 4%

72% 19% 8%
Yearly ot less 473 Q 2

107 2% YA

L7 147% 19%



The more residents use the park the more likely they are to
find it beneficial. There is only a 4 in 10,000 chance that
this relationship does not exist. Likewise, the less
Peeiaents use the park the more likely they are to find it
detrimental. The probahility that thisz relationship does not
exist is 10%. It is hard to determine from this a&lone
whether more residents would feel the park is beneficial 1if
they used the park more fregquently. I+ this were true, it is
then important to determine i+ improvement of the park would
genetrate more resident use and whether need for park
improvement is negatively correlated to how beneficial they

feel the parlk is.

What factore relate to how many improvements residents feal
it is appropriate to spend additional tax dollars on?

The survey listed 11 specific items and a space for
written suggestions as to how additional tax dollars may be
spent to improve the park. The number of improve@ents each
respondent ocited was compared to their answers to  other
questions  in order to determine what Pélates to the feeling
that improvements are needed.

The only factor tested that related to bhow many
improvements residents feel is appropriate to  spend  tax
dollars on is how beneficial they felt the park was overall.
The more respondents feel that the park is beneficial overall

the more likely they are to cite at least 5 - 3  improvements

o which ftax dollars should be spent.

n
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Number of

Improvements by How Beneficial
Scale: 1 = Mot Bereficial
Frequency % = Extremely Beneficial
FPercentage
Row% i - 3= 4 - 5
0o - 2 473 199
I 42%
18% 82%
I~ 5 19 162
47 34%
11% 0%
A — 12 & 44
1% 9%
12% 238%

There is less than a 10% chance that the two variables in
thls tabulations are actually independent of one another.
There is no significant relationship between how many
improvements on which additiomal tax dollars respondents feel
shouwld be spent and either the frequency of visits to  the
rark, the distance they live from the park or their
rerception of the overall negative impact the paPkPhas on the
commurity. Thie indicates that those residents who are
already favorable about the park in general would support a
moderate  amount of improvements. This means that the need

for improvement is positively, not negatively, correlated to

how beneficial residents feel the park is. Consequently,

improvemnents  to the park may neither substantially increase

resident use of the park nor change residents' perceptions of

how beneficial or detrimental the park is to the community.



Should additional tax dollars be spent on the park?

As discussed pfeviously in the section entitled "Simple
Results." responses to (1) whether more money should not be
spent on the park and (2) whether too much money is currently
being spent indicate that most respondents favor an  increase
in the amount of money spent on the park. This becomes more
apparent when looking at how each respondent answered each
question in terms of the>othew. Disagreament with the first
question and agreement with the second question indicate that
the respondent feels that less money should be spent on the
park than iz currently being spent. Agreement with the first
guestion and disagreement with the second guestion would
indicate that the respondent feels that the right amount is
currently being spent but that no more should be spent.
Disagreement with both gquestions indicate that the respondent
feele that more smoney showld be spent.

More money should Too much. money
not be spent by is being spent

Freguency

Fercentaqe , Dicagree Agreae

Disagres 207 2
H1Y 1%

Agree 11= S
4% : 4%

Clearly, agreement with both questions would indicate that
respondents were confused as to how to answer the questions.
However, the results indicate that such confusion among

respondents was_minimal. The results also indicate that 51%

il
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of respondents to both these questions feel more money should
be spent on Fort Williams, The probability that these
variables are independent of one another is 1 {(or less) in

10, 000.

How do those who want more money spent on Fort Williams___want
that money spent?™

0f those who indicated more money should 59 spent  on
Fort Williams, most agreed on only two areas on  which
additional tax dollars should be spend: {1y continued
maintenance of the mansion and (2) restrooms.  0f those who
indicated that either more or the same amount of money should
be spent on the park, most agreed only that additional tax
dollars should be spent on restrooms. With the exception of
amusements and an information booth, their was a significant
pasitive relationship betwsen the amount respondents were
willing to spend on the park and the percentage Df? agreement
on what to spend additional tax dollars.

The chart below indicates how many of those who answered
both questions  (337) sgreed on spending money o & given
item. 0f the 337 respondents to these questions, 207 +felt
more money should be spent, 113 felt the same amount should

be spent and 17 either felt less should be spent or were

inconsistent in their answers.



Item ‘ Amount

Less or
Number Motre Same confused
Restrooms 172 &9 10
Mansion méintenance 116 30 1
Accessibility of trails 26 23 o]
Litter removal . Q@7 17 4
Tennis courts . 8= 22 O
Ballfields 31 1= 0
Basketball courts 54 ' & 0
Other 32 9 1
tandball courts 32 8 O
Srnack bar 1 7 2
Information booths 0 i2 1
Amueemnents 8 b 1

fs  those who feel that the present amount or more is
appraopriate  to spend on the park, the number of Tpeople in
these categories for each item above were added together.
The above items are ordered according to this sum--highest to
lowest. This does not vary greatly from the order of total
respondents in favor of each item from highest to  lowest.
Howewver, this is a better ranking of spending priorities for
Fort Williams in terms of resident opinion.

0+ those surveyed ((473), almost hal+f indicated they
would spend additional tax dollars on either 2 or less items
while the other half indicated they would spend additonal tax

dollars on either 3 or more items. Therefore, in the above

<
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ranking of spending priorities, special attention should be
given to the first three items with some consideration for
the fourth. These are priorities in terms of all respondents
Wwith consideration for those most willing to spend additional

tax deollars.

What _are priority spending items for those residents who most
freguently use the park?

There are Tonly two significant -relationships between
frequency .of resident use and how residents felt additional
dollars should be spent on specific items. Those items are
the maintenance of the mansion and handball courts. For all
other items listed as well as written suggestions, there was

no significant relationship between frequency of resident use

and on which additional tax dollars should be spent.

Fregusncy of visits by Mansion maintenance

Fragquenay
Fercentage »

Row % Opposed In %avor
Daily 26 4
&Y 7
434 S7%
Wealkly &E 7
14% 8%
&47. &%
Momthly 146 8%
31U 18%
L4 2674
Yearly 39 26
8% 65
&EOL 40%
Less than yearly 11 4
2% 1%

73% 27%



Frequency of visits by Handball courts
Freqgency
Fercentage
Row % Opposed In favor
Daily S0 ) 10
11% 2%
83% 17%
Weekly ?8 5
21% 1%
ATV 5%
Monthly 208 21
447 47%.
P1% FL
Yearly 54 11
11% 27
8=% 17%
Less than vearly 12 3
RYA 1%
80% 207%

Generally, there was a positive relationship between how
frequently residents visit the park and how likely they were
to favor continued maintenance of the mansion. Da the other

hand, there was a negative relationship between how

freguently resdients visit the park and how likely they were
to favor the addition of handball courts. This indicates
that if additional tax dollare were spent according to the
first two pricrities of &ll respondents as listed above, then
the preference of the most frequent park users would be met

as well.
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What are priority spending items for residents who live
claosest _ta the park?

Froximity to the park and Pesideﬁts' preference for
increased accessibility‘ of the trails was the only
significant relationship between proximity and spending
priorities. There was no significant relationship between
how close residents live to the park and what other items

they felt more tax dollars should be spent on.

What factors are related to how much residents are willing to
spend on Fort Williams?

Frequency of visits, perceptions of how beneficial the
parkt is and perceptions of how detrimental the park 1s are
factors significantly related to how much residents  are
willing to spend on Fort Williams. How close residents live
to the park is not significantly related to how much they are

willina fto spend aon the park,

Amount by Frequency of visits

Freqguency

Fercentage

Fow % Monthly or more Yearly or less
More 181 2&
S4% 8%
a7% 13%
Same 9a 15
29% 4%
87% 13%
lLess or confused 11 &
YA 8x4

bW Ia7
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Amount by How beneficial
Scaler 1 = Not beneficial

Frequency S = Extremely beneficial
Fercentage
Row % 1 - 3 4 9
More 17 29 151

S% 127 45%

g% 19% 73U
Same 14 29 72

S 7% 21%

14% 22% &47%
Less or confused ) & S

2% 2% 1%

5% TO% - 29%
amount by How Detrimental

Scale: 1 = Not detrimental

Freqgquency % o= Extremely detrimental
Fercentage
Row % i -2 I -5
More 135 45 12

4737 14% 4%

T 2TE %
Same 77 128 i2

24% &Y 4%

TR 17% 11%4 5
Less or confused & = 3

2% 1% 2%

4T% 21% RCYA

amount

beneficial

lLikewise,

residents perceive

conclusion
improvensents
enthusiastic

rnot increase

is positively
residents

amount

percelve
the park to be
that

is favored by thaose

about the park. ™

additional tao

~elated to frequency of

the

is negatively related to

over
de
who

ough

resident use of the park

visite and how

park to be overall.

how detrimental

all. Thie supports the

llars <spent on park

are already generally

increased spending may

substantially, frequent
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use, generally qood feelings about the park and support for
additional taxw dollars to be spent on  the park are

characteristic of most of the respondents.

How do the responses of all those suwrveved differ  from  the
responses of residents in the immediate area of the park?

O+ the 473 residents swrveyed, 21 were identified by
coding as being the responses of those in -the immediate area
of the park. This was used to determine neighborhood effects
mote precissely than by previous comparisons of responses of
those living less than & mile, between one and two miles and

more than two miles from the park, as discussed above.

T-tests were run to determine 1if there wers significant

differences between the responses of these residents in the

immediate  area of the park and the responses of the other

i surveysd. Buesstions for which t-tests  were run
B 16 fregquency of visits, those dealing with specific

purpaoses of wvisits, thozse dealing with specific potentially
aspects of the park, those dealing with specific

detrimental aspects of the park, those dsaling

items on which additional tas: money showld be
spent, how much tax money should be spent and the number  of
improvensents o which to spend additional tax money .
General ly, the results of these tests support, previous
comparizohs of these questions with the distance residents

live from the park.
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With only a 7% chance of error, it can be asserted that
traffic is perceived as more of a detrimental aspect of the
park by those in the immediate area of the park. These
residents also are motre likely to visit the park more
frequently than others. The prabability that this is not the
case is 1 (or less) in 10,000, The Pesidents in the
immediate area of the park are more likely to come to enjoy
the wview than other residents (probability of ertvor: 3 in
1,060, and do not favor spending mors  tax  money  on
accessibility of trails (probability of error: 4%) or the
addition of amussments (probability of ervor: 1 for lessl in
10,000 as much as other residents.

Hhat is wmost significant about these results is  that

they confirm the conclusion that residents closest to  the

park use the park more frequently. When this is considered
in conjuncticon with the fact that on most other questions,
aitEa residents did mot  significantly differ .dn their

recponses from other residents who generasl favor the park in
its current state, it can be concluded that drastic policy
changes affscting park use bazed on residents' opinlons 1S
ot in arder,

However, these results alseo confirm  that traffic
attributable to the park is perceived as a problem for a
substantial number of residents living closest to the park.
Therefore, a primary concern for setting policy for the park
iz to alleviate the burden tratfic imposes on the immediate

ares without substantially limiting use of the rpark.

»
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V. FOLICY CONSIDERATIONS

A, POLICY CHANGES

Results of this study indicate that drastic policy
changes for Fort Williams Fark are not in order at this time.
Cape Elizabeth residents are very satisfied with the park in
1ts present state. This genera satigsfaction 1s shared

equally by all residents regardless of how far they live from

Cthe park. Indicators of resident satisfaction with the park

are the freguency of their use, the variety of their purposes
and lenagths of vieits, and their ranking of both bensficial
arnd detrimental asrects of the park.

The Resident Survey indicatss that most Caps Elizabeth
residente make frequent visits to  the park. Moreover,
rezsidents use the park more often than residents of any other
commun i by, This is underscored by the fact that those in the

immedisate ares of the park are more likely to visit the park

i

moe frequently than even other Cape Elizabeth resdidents.
Fezidents especially appreciate its natuwral state over
cther aspects of the park. Their high ranking of natural
preservation, the number of residents who come to enjoy  the
viwew and  the large number of their comments directed &t
mairntaining the natural beauty of the park all confirm this
vast apprecliation +for its natural state. Those 1in  the
immediate area of the park are even more likely to enjoy the

view than other residents.

a7
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Cape Elizabeth residents as a qroup of users are most
likely to take advantase of the variety of activites that
park has to offer. Aside from coming ta the park to enjoy
the view, the lighthouse and recreational sports are popular
purposes of visits among residents. The length of visits for
Cape Elizabeth users varies more than the length of visits
for  all users. This mav support the assertion that the
purposes for  which residernts come ta the park VArY .
Likewise, theit+r ranking of various aspects of the park
confirms that they appreciate thes total variety of aspects
and uses Fart Williams affords. Therefore, policies which

might restrict the number of activities in the park would

h

i

Ve more of & negative impact on recsidents than
non-residents.,

ide from limitation of activities inside the park,

T
if

limitations on number of hours the park is open during the
day would impact negatively on residents. This is _especially
true of residents living cleosest to the park as they are most

likely to wuse the park at its current level of accessibility.

it

-

A user fee would also be an example of drastic rolicy

that would negatively impact on Caps Elizabeth residents  as
ot residents and non-residents alike responded that they
would not pay a dollar entrance fee to the park. However, a
fee for non-residents may have limited impact on residents’
visits to the park.

Although  some improvements to the park are favored by

residents, the results of this survey indicate that such

.y
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improvements will not csubstantially increase resident use nor
improve residents overall attitudes about the park. Though
rezidents see the need for some improvements, most types of
improvements or changes in the park are not fgvored by

recidents.

B. BURDEN OF USE ON THE FARE

Hiah levels of park use may place a burden on general
uplkeep of the park. Results of this study indicate that the
part hosts a large number of visitors not only during the
summer  but  a substantail number vear round as well. Year
round  visitors are predominantly Cape Elizabeth residents.
This is supparted by the fact that residente use the park
more often than residents of any other community.

Az enjovment of the view and the lighthouse are major

v

reasons for users visits, both residents and non—residents
alike, special atitention should be given to these areas as
those most likely to be affected by high levels of use.
Arnother ares that reguires attention ise the pPDQision for
recreational sﬁorts as this is also a major reason for
resident use. The area least likely to be affected by high
levels of use is the beach.

Attempts to deal with high levels of use in terms of the
lighthouse, enjoyment of the view and recreational sports may

include more space in the lighthouse area, more Spaclious

and/or accessible trails and more provisinons for recreational
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sports. However, as short visits characterize the average
pattern of use, crowding may not be a major problem. On the
other hand, where heavy use occurs in the park, maintenance,
rather than further development, may be most appropriate.

This is supported by strong opposition by residents to
extensive development within the park. Moreover, although
recreational sports are a major reason for resident visits,
items that dealt with additional provisions for recreational
sports were generally not highly prioritorized by residents.
Likewize, although increased accessibility of trails was a
relatively high priority for all residents, this was not true
for residente in the immediate area of the park. However,
increased accessibility of trails could be limited to making
them more durable to heavy traffic. In this way., such an
imgrovenent would be a form a maintenance as well.

Resident responses colearly indicate that .there is
willingness to spend more taﬂ.maﬁey ann the park. Among their
praiorities for the spendirng of this money which at least 0%
of the reszidents favored were restrooms, maintenance of  the
Mmansion, litter removal and increased accessibility of
trails, Each of these can either directly or indivrectly
increase  the maintenance of the park in order to alleviate

burdens placed on the park by high levels of use.

R

&



C. NEGATIVE NEIGHEORHOOD EFFECTS

Traffic is a major negative neighborhood effect of Fort
Williame park. It is ranked ét least very detrimental by
about 104 of those surveved. Moreover, those living closer
to the park are more likely to perceive traffic as bieng a
detrimental effect of £he park. This is especially true of
tthose ‘who live - in the immediate area of the park. This
indicates that roads closest to the park may rnot be adequate
for the levels of present traffic generated by the park.
Because of the park's location and the amount of traffic to
the park that is likely to come from the east, roads to  the
park from the =ast should be able to accommodate at least 44%
more traffic than roade coming from the west.

Three possible wavs of dealing with this negative effect

area: €1) increase the number of roads leading to the park

4]

firam the

i

ast, (2 compensate those closest to the park  iIn
samaway for the additional burden that park traffic imposes
an them, or (3) decrease use of and, therefore, _traffic to
the park. Consideration of the first option is bevond the
scape of this studys this kind of decision would, of course,
need to taks into account a number of factors relative to
Cape Elizabsth besides use of Fort Williams Fark. However,
consideration of the latter two options will be discussed in
more detail below. |

Since residents living closest to the park are more

likely to enijoy recreational sports at the park than any
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other resident, compensation for negative effects might take
the form of maintenance of existing sports facilities and/or
additional sports facilities within the park. However,
results of this study also indicate that improvements to the
park may neither substantially intrease resident use o+ the
park nor change residents' perceptions of how beneficial or
detrimental the park is to the community. Furthermore, the
distance residents live from the park had no signiticant
effect on how resident prioritorized sbending.additional ta
dollars on  items i1involving recreational sports which in
general are ranked low by &ll in spending priorities. 1+
additional spending were to be considered at all as a means
of compensation for those living closest to the park, then
this would entail specifically maintenance of the mansion
which residents living closest to the park are more likely to
favor than other residents. However, this clearly would not
totally satisfy neighborhood concerns about ftraffic generated
by the park. Other options nesd to be looked at a; well.
Most forms of limited wse of the park would, to varying

degreec, decrease traffic to the park. However, if one of

D

the majior desired outcomes of such limitations is to  respond

to the needs of residents living closest to the part, then

care must be taken as to what Fform of limited use 1is

implemented. If policies entail subastantial limitations on
park use, the effect of residents living closest to the park
may be more negative than positive as these residents are
those most 1likely to use the park at its current level of

accessbility.
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Although accessibility of trails is a slightly higher
priotity than increase litter removal for respondents as a
whole, accessibility of trails is not as much of a pfiority
for residents who live closest fo the park. This may
indicate that those who live closest to the park, who
especially enjoy the view, are satisfied with what the park
has to offer already and that further development of such
aspects - of the park would be unnecessary. Indeed, such
development may attract more visitors, thereby increasing
traffic to the park, The point here is that, although
limitation of activities inside the park as it now exists may
nat be in order, there iz no strong indication by residents,
especially those living claosest to the park, that anykhing
that would attract even more visitors is highly desirable at
this time.

A fee at the gate of the park may decrease traffic to
the park. Results of this survey show that a substantial
majofity of those who visit the park would not pay a dollar
fes. However, thie was just as true for Cape Elizabeth
residente as pon-residents. Therefore, such a policy would
probably be more disadvantageous to  residents, especially
those living closest to the park, as these are the most
frequent users. On the other hand, limitation of the fee to
cars would be least likely to affect park use of those living
closest to the park as these residents are most likely to
wallk. However, a car fee may exacerbate the problem, as

recent park history indicates that users are willing to park



outside the park and walk in. A fee that was limited to
non—residents would not impact on residents at all. 6% of
all visitors said they would not pay a fee to enter the park.
The major consideration be{ore‘instituting a non—-user fee
would be whether such a fee would actually decrease
non—resident use by &9%4, and, if so, whether such a decrease
is desirable. Also federal restrictions on the park that may

prohibit such a fee must referenced.

D. ADDITIONAL SFENDING

Results of this study indicate that a substantial
majority of residents favor an increase in spending  tax
dollars on Fort Williams. This was true +or all residents,
regardless of how far they live . from the park. Betfore
serious  consideration  is given to how this money might be
apent, results of this study indicate some need te look at
why residents favor improvements and/or increased spending.

Gernerally, 1t 158 logical to assume that residents may
want more money spent for those things they most use which in
this case are the liahthouse, picnic areas, facilities for
2oy ing the view and, especially, facilities far
recreational sports. However, this does not appear to be the
case here, Spending additional tax dollars on items
invloQing recreational sports is not & high priority for most
residents. Actuzlly, results of this study indicate that

improvements to the park may neither substantially increase

R
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resident use of the park nor change residents' perceptions of
how beneficial or detrimental the park is to the community.

Factors that relate to how much residents are willing to
spend on the park indicate that additional tax dollars spent
on park improvements is favored by thcse. who are already
generally enthusiastic about the park whiﬁh is the majority
of the residents. Therefore, additional spending on the park
should be motivated by an interest to satisfy residents who
use the park rather than to attract residents that currently
do not use the park 1n its present state.

Respondents to the survey can be divided into two fairly
equally large groups: those who favor 2 or fewer
improvements to  the park and thosce who favor 2 dw more
improvements to the park. O0Ff those items listed for spending
consideration, the top four priorities of residents arse given
below:

1. Restrooms
2. Mansion Maintenance

3. fAocessibility of Trails

4. Litter Removal
The only iditem that received more than 3S0%  support of

residents is restrooms which actually received 77% of

resident support. Theretore, it is highly recommended that
additional tax dollars to directed firet toward such

facilities.
The other three items above received between I0Y to 404

of resident support. Residents living closer to the park



favor sending additional money on maintence of the mansion
more so than other residents. Residents in the immediate
area of the park were less likely to support increased
accessibility of trails than other residents.

The wvarying lengths of visits among residents may
indicate that continuous pedestrian tratfic, Patheb than
crowding, may be a key issue concerning park use. Therefore,

additional spending may best be focused on maintenance rather

than further development. fctually, comments by residents

indicate strorng opposition to most kinds of development
within the park. The vast majority of comments indicate that
residents highly  value the existing natwral beauty of the
park. Residents rank natural preservation as extremely
benefical more so  than ény other aspect of the park.
Therefore, considerations for additional spending on the park
zhould  take into account this value residents place on  the
1

park's natural aspects, and steer more toward initiatives

that involve maintenance of what already exists.
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VI. CONCLUSION

Cape Elizabeth residents greatly value Fort Williams
Fark as it currently exists. Residents especially appreciate
the natural aspects of the park, and strongly oppose
development within the park. Their interest in the parlk is
further evidenced by the fact that the majority of residents
visit the park on at least a monthly basis. Therefore,
policies which would substantially 1limit the current
accessibility of entrance to the park and activities within
the park more so than those policies presently in place would
have the greatest negative impact on the residents
themselvas.

Heavy use of the park does warrant some concern. O+
special interest to users are the lighthouse, provisions for

spotrts, and nature trails and the like which facilitate

i}

eniovment of the view. Thersefare, pecial attention should

+

be given to he maintenance and upkeep of thegse areas,

future,

]

zapecially i+ use increases in th

Although  residents highly value most other aspeﬁts of
the park besides its natural besauty, traffic genersted by the
park doss cause some concern for residents, especially those
t

living closest to the park. A non-resident fes may allevi

m
1]

pil

this traffic problenm. However, there is some indication that

such a fee would sianificantly reduce non-resident use of the



park. Such an outcome should be seriously considered before
instituting such a fee.

fAccording to the priorities of residents, spending ‘of
additional tax dollars on the park should first go toward the
construction of restroom facilities. Othetr spending
priorities should focus on maintenance and upkeep of present
facilities and not on further development. This is
especially important in view of the high wvalue residents

place on the existing natural state of the park.
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AFFENDIX A
USER SURVEY FRELIMINARY RESULTS

All Users Cape Residents

Response % Response %
FPlace of Residence
Cape Elizabeth 27 2= Y 100
South Fortland I8 23 0 Q
Fortland 14 2 O o
Other Greater Fortland 21 1= 0 0]
Maine DQutside G.F. £ 4 0 i
Other New England State g ) ] O
Dutside New England 22 20 % o
Total 1452 100 = 100

Length of Yisit to Fark

O to 10 minutes 1é 10 7 19
11 to 29 minutes 41 25 a il
20 to 59 muniltes A5 20 k4 24
One hour 2 19 2 5
One to threes houwrs 35 22 & 14
Over three hours 13 3 5 14
Total &2 100 7 100
Furpose of visit
Lighthouse a2 24 & i4
deach 10 4 2 5
Ficnic 29 1= = 7
screational sport A5 15 12 44
Enjoy the visw &1 28 7 &
Otheir 5 14 ) 14
Total 220 100 473 100
How often do vou visit
First time {03 25 A a
Oncs & voofew vYesirs 7 4 i =
BERrDE . ONOE per yEar 20 12 i i
Weet: 1y 30 1% : 19
Several 41 25 14 =~ g
Daily 2 13 13 R
Mo response 3 2 2 o
Total 147 100 7 100
$£1.00 Fee

47 27 10 27

112 &9 25 &H8

4 2 1 z
= z 1 =
162 100 &7 100

A1l users

Comments
General compliments
Not snough to do
Brochure/Info. Booth
Srack barfcard shop
Casier fAccess
Ramps % Stairs
Wider, azier Trails
Urnfavorahle cooments
on ohher users

a
4

.

1

[~
wd

Fecsponses

e

Cape Residents

Comments Respon
Gernerally favaorable
Maintenance favorable
Maintenance untavorable
Facilities favorable
Facilities unfavorable
Staff favorable

Staf+ untavorable

SRR 0 I aa ROV BN A o8 BT

i

Bl
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ALL RESIDENTS
AFPPENDIX B
FORT WILLIAMS QUESTIONNAIRE
CAPE ELIZABETH RESIDENTS

1. How long have you lived in Cape Elizabeth?™
18 years average range 1 -91
standard deviation 15.4 number of responses (RS) 472
2a How many members are there in your household?
average 2.9 RS 472
(# responses -  # members) 112 - 4
TR 29 -8
184 - 2 17 - 6
22 - 3 2 - 7
Z. How often do vou or a member of youwr household on

avetrage visi

13% Daily o
224 Dnece =&
4?%  Once a
14% Once a
2% Less th
174 Maver

4. How far do yo

19% less
4% 01 -

477

2 omi
more tha

t Fort Williams™
RG 472
r several times a week
week
month
vear

an ance & vear

Fort Williams™
RS 4772

les

n 2 miles

3. How do uswually get to Fort Williams?
RE 449
10% walk
BY7% by car .
L 2% by bus
2¥ other (please specityr 7 - bike; 2 LAY .
Za. IF by car, how many are usually in vour party? average
1 - &% I - 2&U 5 o- Th 7o 2
PERE 4% 4 & o~ 1%
b How  frequently do vou visit Fort Williams for esach
following purposss?
MNever Daily Once & Orce & Les
1 2 Morth Yearr Arir
= 4 o
Lighthouse 5% % 554 ZEn &7
Beach IR 4% 237 194 14%
Ficnic 19% 2% 1% 41% T4
Recreational
Sport 235U 10% 44% 14% 8%
Enjoy view 24 1O &H7% 18% 44
&1

the

= than

wally

RS
419

et

e -1

PN )

348

450



Fart Williams Guestiornnaire, Continued

7. How beneficial is each of the +following aspects of Fort
Williams to Cape Elizabeth?

No Extremely
Bensfit . Reneficial
i 2 = 4 3 RS
Individual

Recreation 2% 7% 18% 21% S2% 44%
Historical Yalue 2% 5% 15% 18% HO% 4462
Natural

Freservation 2% 34 10% 19% &7 4546

Community

Activities 1% & 14% 2% 56U {447
Tourist

Attraction A 4% 14% 1464 FRACA 457
Overall Rating 1% AL 8% 24% 577 449

g8. s they relate to Fort Williams, how would vou rate the impact
of each of the following factors on the residents of Cape
Elizabheth™?

=

i

T
L i
g

.
"
i

PR oy}

Motk B
D

t
Detrimental et imen

. 2 I 4 o

19% ovA A 1%

27% 128% &% A

g B Iy

wn fa P e
1

4%

s

A Lliw “t f“t L}
g
it
o
Lt dn

the {ollowing thav you wceald Twilling  to
ax money on oat Fort Willis

Crtbes e specd Fyd il - maintaing 7 - activitiess
picmic shelter; 4 - nature tirailg

2 - tlowers.
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Fort Williams Guestionmaire, Continusd
additional money——tha

11. Do vou agree or disagree with the following statements:
tax
Agree Disagree
44T =47
Fort Williams.

ar
Bagres

not Wi a to spend any
i ng spent currently

il
i
H}
hedo
45}

=1 am
aspent

+
=

n
19

moun
07

Qe
Al

momey 1S

s

& oin
will reguire 37,000
S from  each
is a

$£11.60

Fort Williams
an average £

oar

for
FREEOR .

monies

e

HiEZ

-~
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Williams BQuesticonnaire, Continued

d  vou rate each of the two state parks' overall
tiosn  to the community of Cape Elizabeth?

Crescent Heach RS 465

ereficial Hardly Moderately Very Extremely
Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial Reneficial

1 2 3 4 =
2% R4 2I% Ky A Z8%

Twg Lightse State Fark RS 464

Nt Beneficial Hardly Moderately Very Extremely

At Al

1 Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial Berneficial

1 2 = 4 S
1% A 234 T 6%

1

For sach of the two state parks, how would yvou rate the inpact

of each of the AFollowing factors on residents of Cape
Elizabeth?

Crescent EBsach

Mot
Datrimental

stremely
atrimental

RN wiH

1 2 ) RS
Noise &% E 1% 35
Traftfic Wik 1 &% &Y 34 441
Farking 4% U N 2% 4%4
Wasted Space 874 A 1% 1% 411
Hangout for

und

Pl se
Tratd
Farki

Wasted Spacs

Harngo

(KInTn]
= te]

An Bvesore HER

scirable
ups 22U % 4%, 4% 198
BEOrE F1% L 1% 1% % 415
Two Light State Fark )
Eutremely
e imental Detrimental
- -r 4 o e
147 4% 1% 1% 4730
i 229 15% &% % | 5%
ria =0y ol =Y 2 470
7% v eyA 1% 412
Ut o
zirable
Y= H1% =4 10% 2% YA E9
PEA o 1% W 2% 1% 416

i

s

L)
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AREA RESIDENTS
AFFENDIX C
FORT WILLIAMS GQUESTIONNAIRE
CAFE ELIZABETH RESIDENTS

1. How long have yvou lived in Cape Elizabeth?™

13 years average range I-5H0

standard deviation i1 rnumber of responses(R3) 21

2. How many members are there in youwr household?

-

average 3.3 R5 21
# members)

i
1]
i
]
0
a
t
m
i
i

A g o

& e [o)

[ oL e
et it s o

. How often do vou or & mamber of vour household on’ the
average visit Fort Williams™
RS 21
Daily or several times a week
Once = :
Once =&
nce a
Less than onoce a year
Pewvar
4. MHow far do yvou live from Fort Williams
Rz 21
19004 less than | miles
1 - 2 miles
more than 2 miles
a
Ta. IF by ose, Bow many R
e TR
= ey, - AT 7
£ How  frequentl: =1t Fort Williams fir each  of

fil lowrdng

Naevar Daily Onoce =
i 2 N =N
4 = [Res
Lighthou Sk ST Z4% O 21
Beach R 214 14% 214 14
Ficnic 0% 7 47% 40% 7Y 1
a
Sr @ 217 1% 2EE 1&
Erdoy 0¥ w8y S 0% 21




Fort Williams Questionnaire, Continued

~J

. How beneficial is each of the following
Williams to Cape Elizabeth™

Mo
Benefit’
i 2 A 4
Individual

Feocreation 0% 14% 19% 10%
Historical VYalue 0% 5% 10% 19%
Natuiral

Freservation 0% (1A 24% 107%
Community

foctivities 0% A 15%% 10%
Tourish

Attraction 160% ; 10O% 24%
Overall Rating 0% 0% 5% 247
. fm bhiay Fow would

of s on the

£

aspects of Fort

Extremely 2

Beneficial v
5 RS

2
S7% 21
&7 % 2

LT 21
o7 2
T14 =z

wvou rate the impact
residents of Cape



Fort Williams Questicnnaire, Continued
11. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements:

=1 am not willing to spend any additional tasx money-—the right
amount i being spent currently.

a
e
Pl
,
1(‘"
d 4 [P ] KN - Jp— - - cors oo -
¢ ~1T f=el that too much mone i

i v +
ident wh Cap

oable annual

additional comments:

| 2%

i

o
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Fort Williams Questionnaire, Continusd

1%9.  How would you rate sach of the two state parks' overall
coptribution  to the community of Cape Elizabeth™

Crescent Hoach e

imial Euxtremsly -
. Beneficial 5
1 [~
EN ot
O EEU

dowould vou rate

Iwln] reeidents




